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Summary

[n Supplemental Report Language to the 1991-92 Budget Act,
the Legrslature asked the Commussion to coordinate an interseg-
mental review of student fees and financial aid -- including (1)
the impact that altemnative student fee and financial aid policies
would have on General Fund revenues, student access, and fi-
nancial aid requirements, (2) who should pay what share of the
costs of lngher education, (3) the relative advantages or disad-
vantages of raising student tuition cornpared with mamtamng re-
duced funding for the Master Plan nussions of the systems, and
(4) **the consequences of all tuition and fee alternatives on the
state’s historic policies of access, choice, equity, and quality (in-
cluding breadth of the instructional program, average student time
to degree, and total cost of the baccalaureate to the student),
with dentification of any sub-group most likely to suffer nega-
tive contsequences as a result ”’

In thus report, the Commission begins to respond to that request

It offers seven recommendations regarding student fee pohcy and
short-term financial aid pohcy for undergraduates n the State’s
two public universities and the California Mantime Academy,
and 1t explamns how it arrived at those proposals

Since the publication of this report, the Commussion has pub-
lished 4 New State Policy on Undergraduate Student
Charges at Califorma’s Public Universities (Commission
Report 93-9) That report, which contans a dozen recommen-
dations along with the principles that underlie them, has
superceded this document

In future reports, the Commission will offer recommendations on
these same topics for the Califorma Community Colleges and for
graduate and professional-school students, and 1t wall then pro-
pose a long-term financial aid policy for all levels and systems
of hugher education in the State

The Comnussion adopted this report at 1ts meeting on April 19,
1993, on recommendation of its Ad Hoc Commuttee on the Fi-
nancing and Future of Califormia Higher Education  Additional
copies of the report may be obtained from the Commussion at
1303 J Street, Surte 500, Sacramento, California 95814-2938
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the demographic, fiscal, and educational challenges confronting

the State are unparalleled The population of the schools is grow-
ing at the fastest rate in over 30 years, and the Class of 2000 is expected to
be the largest that has graduated from high school in the State’s history
The last time the State was confronted with a burgeoning college-age popu-
lation, 1ts economy was robust, but now 1ts economuc condition 15 weaker
than at any time since the great Depression of the 1930s -- for the past
three years the State has been making budget decisions that have resulted
in 1ts providing less postsecondary opportunities for thus current genera-
tion of students than for those of the past three decades

QS CALIFORNIA is poised on the edge of the twenty-first century,

Moreover, diversity is second only to sheer growth in size as the most
overarching charactenstic of Cahforma’s current elementary and second-
ary school students No one racial/ethmic group constitutes a majortty of
the elementary school population, and early in the next century, this will be
true of California’s population at large Moreover, data on student progress
clearly show that the State’s schools have been less successful in meeting
the educational needs of students from the fastest growing groups than
they have for students from other groups The challenge for the State to
provide equitable educational opportumities for all students from kinder-
garten through graduate school 1s not only a moral imperative but also a
socloeconomic necessity, since on 1t also rests the civic and economic well-
being of the State

Yet the principles that have guided public postsecondary education in Cal-
formia since the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education -- access, quality,
choice, and affordable cost -- are now at risk The California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission recognizes that dechmng State support for higher
education during the past three years has forced the State’s systems of
higher education to depart from their mussions as called for in the Master
Plan

¢ For example, reductions in State support at the California State Univer-
sity have driven its enrollment down despite a growing college-age popu-
lation The State University is now serving nearly 40,000 fewer stu-
dents than demographic estimates would have projected



+ Over the past two years, student fees at both the University and State
University have increased by over 60 percent despite the State’s policy
that increases be gradual, moderate, and predictable

+ Further, State-based student financial aid has not been augmented to
cover student fee increases Cal Grant funding has actually declined for
the one in five eligible needy students fortunate enough to receive an
award

Unfortunately, the State’s current budget process ensures that this situa-
tion 1s not simply a function of hard economic times Even when economic
recovery occurs, 1t 15 expected that the State’s budget process will be 1l-
swited to provide California’s higher education systems with the resources
needed to keep pace with increased costs and anticipated enrollment growth

While the Commussion strongly believes that the State should make higher
education a top priority by commutting the resources needed to ensure the
access, quality, choice, and affordability available to past generations un-
der the goals of the State’s Master Plan are also available to future genera-
tions of State residents, it recognizes that California higher education 1s
confronted with a challenge of unprecedented magnitude On the one
hand, additional revenues and a more flexible budgetary structure are needed
so that the State and its taxpayers can continue to support higher educa-
tion as they have histonically done 1n the past -- thereby avoiding funda-
mental and wholesale changes in the State’s policies of access, quality,
choice, and affordability However, the Commussion also recogmzes that
the State currently lacks sufficient resources, budgetary flexibility, and
political will to provide the resources needed to achieve the State’s Master
Plan policy goals As such, California higher education must develop plans
premised on the amount of resources from the State likely to be available
for its future support This means that Califorma’s higher education sys-
tems must, unfortunately, reexamine the ways in which the principles of
the State’s Master Plan for Higher Education -- a plan that has have served
the State well for the past 30 years -- can be implemented, given today’s
realities

The Legislature recognized that the State had begun to depart from the
“‘affordability’” aspect of the State’s Master Plan in enacting the first of
the significant student fee increases in 1991-92  As a result, 1t requested in
Supplemental Report Language to the 1991-92 Budget Act that the Com-
mussion coordinate an intersegmental review of student fee and financial
aid policies in Califorria  Specifically, the Legislature requested that the
Commussion work with a broad-based advisory comnuttee to analyze the
impact of alternative student fee and financial aid policies at the State’s
public colleges and universities Having completed that analysis which
appears n the Appendix, the Commussion forwards the following recom-



Rationale for the
Commission’s
recommendations
on student fees
and financial aid

Commission
recommendations
on student fees
and financial aid

mendations to the Governor and Legslature regarding future undergradu-
ate fee and financial aid policies for the State’s public umversities

Before presenting those recommendations, however, the Commuission reit-
erates its belief that the State should provide to higher education the re-
sources needed for Califormia higher education to maintain the goals of
access, quality, choice, and affordability called for in the State’s Master
Plan

The recommendations that follow are a result of the economic and political
difficulties facing the State and do not represent the best public policy for
the State or its higher education institutions  As such, they represent only
a partial solution to the challenges currently facing the State’s public col-
leges and universities as these institutions attempt to continue meeting the
goals of access, quality, and choice of the Master Plan with declining State
resources

In developing its recommendation for a new long-term student fee pohcy
for the State’s public umversities duning this time of fiscal constraint, the
Commussion 1dentified the following principles that serve as the basis or
rationale for its student fee policy recommendations

* Students, their families, and society share in the responsibility for
financing the costs of a college education

¢ Student charges should not increase simply to fill the budgetary gap
caused by any reduction in the State's General Fund support

+ Student fee increases, to the extent possible, must become predictable
so that students and their families can prepare for the costs of college
attendance

* Grant aid should be made available to offset any increase m student
charges for all financially needy students to ensure that educational
opporturuties are available to all students, irrespective of economic means

+ The vocabulary used to describe student charges should be revised to
reflect reality and a change in the allowable uses of revenues generated
by student charges

¢ The original Master Plan policy of “‘affordability’” must not be forgotten
and, as such, this policy recommendation should be reconsidered within
the next five years This reconsideration will, among other results, remind
the State of its hustoric policy goals which the Commussion continues to
support

Based upon the above principles, the Commussion forwards the following
policy recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature

+ Fees for undergraduate students at the Califorma Mantime Academy,
3



Future plans

the California State Uruversity, and the University of California should
be based on a percentage of the average cost of nstruction in their
respective system or mstitution, with the State paying the balance of the
cost Consistent with California’s commitment to the principle of
affordability, the percentage of the average cost of instruction that
students will be required to pay may vary by system

+ Given any increase in student charges, the State should increase its budget
item for State-funded financial aid by an amount sufficient to fully cover
the fee increase for all financially needy students (See “‘Future Plans™
section below regarding the development of a long-term State financial
aid policy )

+ Ifnecessary, student charges in each system should increase incrementally
over the next three years such that, at the end of that time, student
charges are no greater than the percentages to be determined

+ The calculation of average cost of instruction should include State, local,
and student generated revenue and should be calculated annually by the
Commussion working 1n consultation with an advisory committee using
revenue and enrollment data from the prior year

+ To ensure that the cost of instruction does not dramatically increase in
the future, the Comnussion should continue its work with varnous
advisory commuttees to identify alternatives that could reduce the cost
of nstruction while maintaiing educational quality These efforts should
be undertaken with the goal of limiting increases in the cost of instruction
and hence preventing sigmficant student fee increases as the cost of
INStruCton rises

+ Mandatory systemwide student charges at the State’s public universities
should be called turtion rather than fees to reflect the realty of how
such revenues are currently being used Tuition -- as contrasted to fees
-- can be used to support the direct cost of instruction  Since fee revenues
may be already being used for direct instructional purposes, the State’s
exasting imitation on the use of fee revenues should also be removed to
reflect reality

+ Each public institution should develop a process to consult with students
regarding how tuition revenue shall be used

This policy should be reviewed five years after 1ts mitial implementation to
consider 1ts overall impact and whether economic and political circum-
stances enable the State to return to its Master Plan policy goal of provid-
ing low-cost ligher education

The Commussion will offer recommendations concerning student charges



at the California Communuty Colleges, graduate and professional student
charges at the State’s public universities and the Hastings College of the
Law, as well as other differential pricing pohcies for the State’s public
colleges and umversities, 1n the near future In addition, 1t is n the process
of developing a long-term State student financial aid policy and anticipates
offering 1ts recommendations for that policy in the coming months as well
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Introduction and Purpose
of this Report

the demographic, fiscal, and educational challenges confronting

the State are unparalleled The population of the schools is
growing at the fastest rate in over 30 years, and the Class of 2000 1s ex-
pected to be the largest that has graduated from high school in the State's
history The last time the State was confronted with a burgeoning college-
age population, 1ts economy was robust, but now its economic condition 1s
weaker than at any time since the great Depression of the 1930s and the
State is hard pressed to provide the same postsecondary opportunities for
this current generation of students as for those of the past three decades

" S CALIFORNIA 1s poised on the edge of the twenty-first century,

Moreover, diversity 1s second only to sheer growth 1n size as the most
overarching characteristic of California’s current elementary and second-
ary school students No one racial/ethnic group constitutes a majonty of
the elementary school population, and early in the next century, this will be
true of California’s population at large  Moreover, data on student progress
clearly show that the State’s schools have been less successful in meeting
the educational needs of students from the fastest growing groups than
they have for students from other groups The challenge for the State to
provide equitable educational opportunities for all students from kinder-
garten through graduate school 1s not only a moral imperative but also a
socioeconomic necessity, since on it also rests the ¢ivic and economuc well-
beng of the State

Yet the principles that have guided public postsecondary education in Cali-
fornia since the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education -- access, quality,
and affordable cost -- are now at risk because of these fiscal and demo-
graphic realittes The Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion
recognizes that declining State support for higher education during the
past two years has forced the State’s systems of higher education to depart
from their missions as called for in the Master Plan

* For example, reductions in State support at the Califorma State Univer-
sity have driven 1ts enrollment down despite a growing college-age popu-
lation The State University 1s now serving nearly 40,000 fewer stu-
dents than demographic estimates would have projected
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¢ Over the past two years, student fees at both the University and State
Umiversity have increased by over 60 percent despite the State’s policy
that increases be gradual, moderate, and predictable

¢ Further, State-based student financial aid has not been augmented to
cover student fee increases Cal Grant funding has actually declined for
the one in four ehigible needy students fortunate enough to receive an
award

Unfortunately, the State’s current budget process ensures that this situa-
tion is not stmply a function of hard economic times Even when economic
recovery occurs, It 1s expected that the State’s budget process will be un-
able to provide California’s higher education systems with the resources
needed to keep pace with increased costs and anticipated enrollment growth

As a result of this conclusion, California higher education 1s confronted
with two fundamentally different alternatives On the one hand, 1t could
actively advocate that additional tax revenues be generated by the State so
that the State and its taxpayers could continue to support higher education
as they have histonically done in the past -- thereby avoiding fundamental
and wholesale changes in the State’s policies of access, quality, and
affordability Alternatively, higher education can develop plans premised
on the amount of State tax revenue likely to be available for its support

This latter alternative means that Califorua’s higher education systems
must reexamine the principles of access, qualty, choice, and equity con-
tained in the State’s Master Plan for Higher Education The Commussion
has formed 1ts Ad Hoc Commuttee on the Financing and Future of Califor-
ma Higher Education to assist the State in considering these two alterna-
tives

The Legislature recognized that the State had begun to depart from the
“‘affordability’’ aspect of the State’s Master Plan in enacting the student
fee increases of 1991-92  As a result, 1t requested 1n Supplemental Report
Language to the 1991-92 Budget Act that the Commuission coordinate an
intersegmental review of student fee and financial aid policies in Califorma
The Legislature specified

The review shall include, but need not be limited to, the follow-
ing

a An analysis of the total costs to the state of the instructional
nussion 1n the three segments of public higher education, in
companson, to the extent possible, to comparable public and
private institutions in Cahfornia and nationally

b Alternative student tuition, fee, and financial aid policies, and
their consequences upon general fund revenues, student ac-
cess, and financial aid requirements



AFPENDIX

¢ Duscussion of future State policies on who should pay what
share of the costs of higher education

d A review of the relative advantages or disadvantages of rais-
ing student tuition as a source of general fund revenue as
contrasted with maintaining reduced funding for the current
Master Plan missions

Particular attention shall be paid to the consequences of all tu-
ition and fee alternatives on the state’s historic policies of access,
choice, equity, and quality (including breadth of the instructional
program, average student time to degree, and total cost of the
baccalaureate to the student), with identification of any sub-group
most hikely to suffer negative consequences as a result

The purpose of this document 1s to begin to respond to Item b of that
legislative request  This report represents the first in a series of documents
that the Commussion will ultimately present to the Legislature in order to
respond fully to the request

In this report, Commussion staff analyzes, to the extent currently possible,
four student fee policy options for setting undergraduate student fees that
could be implemented in all three of Califorma’s public lmgher education
systems These four options have been chosen for analysis at the sugges-
tion of the Commussion’s advisory commuttee with which Commussion staff
has consulted throughout the development of this report In subsequent
reports, the Commussion will analyze graduate student fee alternatives, as
well as other fee alternatives that are system-specific and were also chosen
for analysis based on suggestions of the Commussion's advisory commuttee
convened pursuant to the legislative request

While Commission staff would have preferred to present its analyses of all
student fee options 1n a single report, that was not possible because infor-
mation from the Student Aid Commussion’s Student Expenses and Re-
sources Survey (SEARS) -- essential to such analysis -- was not released to
the Commussion until mud-January The Comrmussion wishes to thank the
Student Aid Comnussion and its staff for their assistance and cooperation
in providing the SEARS data that serve as a foundation for much of the
analyses that follow

Throughout the following analyses, the Postsecondary Education Com-
mission has attempted to be as conservative as possible in estimating the
amount of net revenue that may be generated from implementation of these
student fee policy options If the staff has overestimated the amount of
financial aid that would be needed to assist financially needy students, the
net revenue generated from implementation of these options will be greater
than that estimated here It should also be noted that the analyses relate
only to undergraduate students They do not include any revenues gener-

il
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ated or aid required by graduate students, should the policy options be
extended to apply to graduate as well as undergraduate students

It should also be noted that this report attempts only to estimate the amount
of additional grant aid that should be made available under vanous levels
of student fees and 1t assumes that all such aid 1s funded from the gross
revenue generated from the fee increase It does not assume that a portion
of the required financial aid would be funded through the Cal Grant pro-
gram This report does not discuss or make recommendations about the
State’s student financial aid policies Currently, each of the systems em-
ploys different practices and policies regarding the distnibution of institu-
tionally-based grant assistance and those differences are not reflected in
this report  After the Commussion has a better indication of which of these
four fee options might be implemented, it will make recommendations con-
cermung future student financial aid policies and practices it believes would
be appropnate for the State’s public colleges and universities

The legislative language calls for the Commission to analyze the impact of
alternative student fee policies on *‘general fund revenues, student access,
and financial aid requirements ” The Commission has interpreted ‘‘gen-
eral fund revenues’’ to mean the net additional fee revenue generated by
implementation of the option that 1s available to the system for operating
expenses The Commussion staff’s estimation of that amount as well as the
additional financial aid required if the option were implemented 1s con-
tained in the following options where possible

The second portion of the request -- to analyze the impact that alternative
policies would have on student access -- 1s far more complicated than esti-
mating the general fund revenues or financial aid requirements associated
with each of the various policy alternatives The difficulty in estimating
the impact that these alternative policies would have on student access
relates to the fact that student access -- student enrollments -- are a func-
tion of number of competing factors Among the factors that may play a
sigmficant role in influencing student enrollment levels at the State’s pub-
lic colleges and universities are

+ Overall revenue available to each system for support of its instructional
mission,

+ Student fee and tuition levels,

+ Adequacy of student financial aid and knowledge of its availability,
+ Demographic changes occurring in the State’s population,

+ Policies and practices of other higher education institutions,

+ Students’ choices and preferences as they relate to higher education,

+ Information in the media regarding higher education,
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+ Perceptions of course avaiability, and
¢ Overall economuc conditions present in the State

Since each of these factors 1s changing simultaneously, 1t is difficult to
determine which of them 1s playing the most sigmficant role in the enroll-
ment changes occurning in Califormia’s public hugher education systems
However, given the State’s current fiscal condition and the impact that it
has had on the budgets of California’s public colleges and universities,
Commission staff hypothesize that the one factor playing the most sigmifi-
cant role n influencing student access at the State’s public colleges and
universities 1s the overall revenue available to them to support their in-
structional missions Thus, given that hypothesis, Commission staff be-
lieve that in order to accurately analyze the impact that any given fee/aid
option might have on student access, it 15 necessary to consider the total
revenue available to the system under that option which could support the
system’s instructional mission

Display 1 on the next page attempts to address the 1ssue of student access
in terms of revenue available to support instructional activities under three
alternative fee/aid scenanos As the display indicates, n the current year
(1992-93) governmental and student fee revenues available to support the
general instructional mussion in each of California’s public higher educa-
tion systems amounts to approximately $3,072 per full-time-equivalent stu-
dent (FTE) at the commumty colleges, about $7,337 per FTE at the State
Unuversity, and around $11,023 per FTE at the University of California If
one assumes that the systems will need about that same revenue per FTE
next year (1993-94) as they received this year, then one can estimate the
total number of students to whom the systems could provide access given
a projected level of revenue

Thus, if one assumes that student fees increase by 10 percent in 1993-94
for all students i all three public higher education systems and adequate
financial aid 1s made available to offset the fee increase with a full grant for
all needy students, Commussion staff estimates that such an increase would
generate approximately $9 5 mullion 1n additional net revenue 1n the com-
munity colleges, about $20 5 mullion at the State University, and approxi-
mately $26 0 million at the Umversity of California  When this revenue 1s
added to the amount which the Governor proposes to provide to the sys-
tems from governmenta! sources in 1993-94 and to current student fee
revenues, we obtain an estimate of the amount of revenue available in
1993-94 to support the general instructional activities of each system If
one assumes that the systems will need the same level of revenue per FTE
in 1993-94 as they received per FTE this year, we obtain an estimate of the
number of FTE students which could be accommodated As the display
indicates, given these assumptions, the community colleges would have
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DISPLAY 1 Impact on Full-Time-Equivalent Enrollment Under Various Fee Scenarios

California The Califorma
Communty State Unrversity of
Colleges University California

1992-93 Estimated FTE Enrollment® 878,582 257,000 141,697
1992-93 Government Appropriations® $2,572,500,000 $1,501,000,000 $1,127,100,000
1992-93 Student Fee Revenue $126,069,000  $384,675,000  $434,852,000
Total 1992-93 Government and Student Fee Revenue $2,698,569,000 $1,885,675,000 $1,561,952,000
1992-93 Government and Student Fee Revenue Available

Per FTE $3,072 $7.337 $11,023
10 Percent Student Fee Increase Scenario
Annual Systemwide Full-Time Fee Level Under this Scenario $330 $1,439 $3,106
Proposed 1993-94 Government Appropnatuons® $2,310,100,000 $1,433,200,000 $1,046,160,000
Fee Revenue from Currently Adopted 1992-93 Student Fee

Levels $165,069,000  $384,675,000  $434,852,000
Net Addibonat Student Fee Revenue Under this Scenano® $9.500,000 $20,500,000 $26,000,000
Tolal Polential Government and Fee Revenue Under this

Scenario $2,484,669,000 $1,838,375.000 $1.518,712,000
Number of FTE Students Who Could be Provided Access 1f

1992-93 Revenue Levels Per FTE Student are Maintained

1n 1993-94 808,811 250,562 137,776
Potential Change in FTE Students Under this Scenario -69,770 -6,438 -3,920
Student Fees Set at 25 Percent of the Cost of Instruction at CCC and at 35 Percent at CSU and UC
Annual Systemwide Full-Time Fee Level Under this Scenario $800 $2,640 $4,260
Proposed 1993-94 Government Appropriations® $2,310,100,000 $1,433,200,000 $1,046,160,000
Fee Revenue from Currently Adopted 1992-93 StudentFee

Levels $165,069.000 $384,675,000  $434,852.000
Net Additional Student Fee Revenue Under this Scenarno® $152,000,000  $200,000,000  $127,000,000
Total Polential Government and Fee Revenue Under thus

Scenano $2,627,169,000 $1,217,875,000 $1,608,012,000
Number of FTE Students Who Could be Provided Access if

1992-93 Revenue Levels Per FTE Student are Maimtained 855,198 275,027 145,877
Potential Change m FTE Students Under this Scenano -23,384 18,027 4,180
Set Community College Fees at $1,050, CSU fees at $1,740, and UC fees at 83,710
Annual Systemwide Full-Time Fee Level Under this Scenario $1,050 $1,740 $3,710
Proposed 1993-94 Government Appropnations® $2,310,100,000 $1,433,200,000 $1,046,160,000
Fee Revenue from Currently Adopted 1992-93 Student Fee

Levels $165,069,000 $384,675,000 $434,852,000
Net Additional Student Fee Revenue Under this Scenano® $223,400,000 $67,800,000 $81,000,000
Total Potential Government and Fee Revenve Under this

Scenano $2,698,569,000 $1,885675,000 $1,562,012,000
Number of FTE Students Who Could be Provided Access

1f 1992-93 Revenue Levels Per FTE Student are Maintained 878,582 257.000 141,702
Potential Change in FTE Students Under thes Scenano 0 0 0

a.  For the University of Califorma, health science enrollmerts are excluded The source of these figures 1s the Legislative Analyst's Analysis of the

Proposed 1993 State Budget.

b Includes local property tax revenue for the community colleges. For the University of Califorma, ths figure represents 60 percent of the total State
General Fund support for the University -- the apprommate amount which supports instruction of all non-health science students at the Usiversity

¢ This amount represents the net adducnal fee revenue generated after subtracung the amount needed to provide adequale levels of student financial aid.
Depending on the systern and on the size of the fee increase, Comnusston staff estunatas that between 43 and 55 percent of the additional gross revenue
generated from these options must be returned to provide adequate levels of student financial assistance to ensure that access losses resulting solely from

the fee increases will be mummal
Source Cahforma Postsecondary Education Comtmussion staff estimates
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funding available to accommodate approximately 808,800 FTE, the State
University about 250,600 FTE, and the Umversity about 137,800 FTE In
all three systems this would be a decline from current FTE enrollment lev-
els Commussion staff estimates that commumity college enrollment would
decline by 69,800 FTE, the State University’s would decline by 6,400 FTE,
and the University’s would decline by 3,900 FTE

If student fees were set at 25 percent of the total average cost of instruc-
tion n the community colleges ($800 per year), and at 35 percent of the
total average cost of instruction at the State University ($2,640 per year)
and University ($4,260), given the above assumptions, we estimate that
communuty college FTE enrollments would still decline -- by about 23,000
FTE -- while those at the State University and University would actually
increase, by about 18,000 FTE and 4,000 FTE, respectively, for a total net
decline of 1,000 FTE in the public institutions

One question some may ask 1s given the above assumptions at what level
would fees need to be set in order for total instructional revenue in each
system to remain at current year levels and thereby enable the systems to
continue to accommodate their current FTE enrollment levels Commus-
sion estimates given these assumptions, that i order for access not to be
cut relative to 1992-93 levels due to declining revenues, commumnty col-
lege fees would need to nise to $1,050, those at the State University to
about $1,740, while those at the University to $3,710 per year

Commussion staff would like to reiterate that the above figures are only its
best estimates based on a number of assumptions These assumptions
include that

1 The systems will receive in 1993-94 the amount of governmental revenue
proposed by the Governor tn his proposed 1993-94 State Budget

2 The systems will need 1n 1993-94 the same amount of revenue per FTE
as they received in 1992-93

3 The systems will continue to allocate funds among their varied functions
as they currently do

4 Sufficient levels of student financial aid will be provided and information
regarding 1ts availability will be effectively disseminated The
Commussion staff estimates that, in order to provide sufficient financial
aid, depending on the system and the size of the fee increase between 46
and 58 percent of additional gross revenue generated from the proposed
fee increases would need to be returned to aid This percentage 1s
significantly hugher than current levels

5 If the Commission staff’s estimated levels of aid are provided and
information about their availability are effectively disseminated,
enrollment losses related exclusively to the fee increase would be minimal
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Given the Commussion staff's belef that overall revenue available to the
systems 18 currently the pnmary factor influencing student access at the
State’s public colleges and universities, one may ask what impact do the
various fee/aid options -- in and of themselves -- have on student access

National hiterature relating to the impact of fee and financial aid increases
on an individual student’s enrollment decision 1s varied Most such litera-
ture recognizes that increases in student fees without consideration of stu-
dent financial a1d does have some impact on a student’s enrollment deci-
sions, with that impact varying based on the student’s demographic and
income characteristics However, the literature that attempts to include an
analysis of student financial aid coupled with an increase in student fees
evidences great variabihity in their findings Most of that literature sug-
gests that the provision of additional financial aid does mimimize the 1m-
pact of a fee increase However, the extent of the influence that increased
aid plays -- which, in part, is a function of how much aid is provided -- in
minimizing the impact of the fee increase varies considerably from study to
study One study suggests that providing students with some aid to offset
the fee increase will still result in some students making alternative enrofl-
ment decisions, while other studies indicate that 1f students receive a full
grant to offset any increase in fees, their enrollment decistons will remain
the same More comprehensive discusstons of this subject in the literature
recognize, however, that students’ enrollment decisions are a function of
more than just student fee and financial aid levels, rather, they are a result
of many other considerations -- including the school’s location, reputation,
and program offerings, to name just a few As such, this literature sug-
gests that analysis of only financial considerations will not translate mto
accurate predictions of student behavior because of these other non-finan-
c1al factors which play a significant role in students’ ultimate enrollment
decisions

As a result of the differing findings contained 1n the national literature, the
following analyses of four options for fee policy assume that 1f the level of
financial aid suggested by the Commussion’s analysis is actually provided
and information regarding its availability 13 comprehensively distributed,
undergraduate enrollment dechnes relating exclusively to the fee increase
would be minimal While the Commussion staff believes that this assump-
tion is fairly accurate, 1t does wish to recognize that the national literature
on the subject of the impact that grant aid has on offsetting student fee
increases 15 inconclusive

In reviewing the four options that follow, one may wish to keep 1n mund
the student fee increases already adopted or proposed for the 1993-94
academic year The Trustees of the California State University have also
approved a $480 increase in systemwide undergraduate student fees for
1993-94 This $480 increase will bring the State University’s systemwide
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fees for a full-ime undergraduate student to $1,788 next year Full-time
graduate students at the State University would be required to pay a total
of $2,148 next year, an increase of $840 Unlike the University of Califor-
nia, however, the State Unuversity’s student fee in creases must be ap-
proved by the Governor and Legislature before final enactment The Uni-
versity of Califormia Board of Regents has approved a $995 increase in
systemwide student fees for 1993-94, bringing the University’s total sys-
temwide student fees to $3,819 for a full-time undergraduate or graduate
student in 1993-94 The Governor has proposed as part of his 1993-94
budget that community college fees rise to $30 per semester unit for non-
baccalaureate degree holders, while those with such degrees would pay
the full cost of their instruction

A second 1tem that readers may wish to be mindful of in considering the
options that follow relates to the 1ssue of predictability The State’s exist-
ing long-term student fee policy for the University and State University
calls for student fee increases to be “‘gradual, moderate, and predictable ™
However, fee increases are only predictable if the State and its institutions
follow whatever policy 1s 1n place Thus, none of the following options,
including the current long-term policy, ensures predictable fee increases in
the future, unless the policy 1s followed without exception

Finally, the Commussion staff1s currently in the process of surveying other
states to obtain a greater understanding of how student charges at their
public two-year institutions are determined by type of instruction offered
(1 e, academuc/transfer, technical/vocational, basic skills} The staff hopes
that this additional information will be of assistance in discussing student
charges at Califorma’s public community colleges, since they offer a wade
range of mnstructional services that may need to be prniced differentially
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1. Maintain the State’s Current Long-Term
Student Fee Policy for UC and CSU

and Extend It to the Community Colleges

The proposed option  This option would maintam the State’s current student fee policy, which
calls for fee increases to be gradual, moderate, and predictable That
policy indexes fee increases for the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University to the three-year moving average of State support
per full-time-equivalent student Notwithstanding the three-year aver-
age, the policy permuts fees to rise by up to 10 percent when the State’s
expendrtures and revenues are substantially imbalanced No State policy
is currently in place for annually adjusting fees in the community colleges
However, this option includes the alternative of extending the State’s cur-
rent policy on fees at the University of Califorma and the Califorma State
University to the community colleges

Background  Calfornia has histonically maintained a commitment to providing a *‘tu-
on the option  1110n free,”” low-cost, publicly supported system of higher education, with
““tuttion’’ being defined as any monues assessed to pay for the direct cost

of mnstruction

This low-cost fee philosophy provided what was believed to be one of the
best vehicles available for promoting access It was further grounded in
the political and economic principle that there 15 a widespread social and
economuc benefit from public investment in higher education, rather than
simply a private or individual benefit Thus, access to higher education in
California 1s viewed more as a social nght than an individual pnvilege

The Commussion for the Review of the Master Plan for Califormia Higher
Education supported the low cost philosophy, but noted that students in
all three public segments should bear a portion of the total cost of their
education

In 1985, Cahforrua enacted SB 195 (Maddy) -- a long-term resident stu-
dent fee policy for the Umversity of California, the Califorma State Uni-
versity, and Hastings College of the Law

The policy stipulated that the State shall bear the primary responsibility
for the cost of providing higher education, but that students should be
responsible for a portion of those costs
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It calls for fee increases to be gradual, moderate, and predictable and
announced ten months in advance In cases where the State’s revenues
and expenditures are substantially imbalanced, the policy allows for fee
increases of up to, but no more than, 10 percent

Otherwise, the policy calls for fee increases to be indexed to the three-
year moving average of changes in State support per FTE student using
etther (1) all State support for the segment except lottery revenue, capital
outlay, financial aid, or (2) all State support for the segment except lottery
revenue, capital outlay, financial aid, instruction, organized activities, re-
search, public service, and teaching hospitals

In addition, the policy eliminated the fee differential between undergradu-
ate and graduate students that was present at the University of Califorma

Finally, the policy stipulated that no resident fee revenue could be used for
instructional purposes

SB 195 sunsetted in 1990, but was extended with minor technical modifi-
cations through 1996 with the passage of SB 1645 (Dills) in 1990

Despite the State’s long-term student fee policy, the past several years
have seen fee increases at the University of Califormia and the California
State University in excess of the 10 percent imit specified in statute The
State’s ongoing budget difficulties have resulted in the systems pursuing
large fee increases to help offset reductions in General Fund support In-
creases in systemwide fees at the Unuversity of California were 40 and 24
percent i 1991-92 and 1992-93 respectively Increases m systemwide
fees at the California State University for the same two years were 20 and
40 percent

Fees at the Califorma Commumty Colleges did not change 1n 1991-92,
but the cost per umit climbed from $6 to $10 per semester unit beginming
January 1, 1993 In addition, with the new fee level came the elimination
of a cap on fees

Due to UC’s constitutional autonomy, UC’s fee increases did not require
suspension of the current fee policy statutes CSU’s increases did require
legislation, and the legslation ultimately enacted suspended the current
fee policy for four years by authorizing a 40 percent fee increase for 1992-
93, freezing the fee through 1994-95, and reducing CSU’s base student
fee for 1995-96 to the 1991-92 level Fees at the commumty colleges are
specified 1n statute, so the change in 1992-93, like any change in commu-
mty college fees, required legislation

The declining levels of General Fund support for higher education in re-
cent years mean that indexing fees for 1993-94 to the three-year moving
average of State support per FTE as specified 1n current statute would
yield a decline in fees at both the University of Califorma and the Califor-
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nia State Umiversity This fact, coupled with the reduced level of State
support proposed in the Governor’s 1993-94 Budget, leads Commussion
staff to conclude that a 10 percent increase n student fees for 1993-94
would be likely if the State followed its current student fee policy

The State’s current student fee policy 1s premised on keeping fees as low
as possible That policy was behieved to be one of the best vehicles avail-
able for providing access to higher education for all California citizens
Past Commussion analysts suggests, however, that this policy has not pro-
vided equal access to all California citizens Prior analysis indicates that
the proportion of students from middle-income backgrounds enrolled at
the Umiversity and the State Unmiversity decreased from 1982 to 1988 --a
period during which growth occurred statewide 1n this income group
However, Student Aid Comnussion analysis of data from the 1985 and
1992 Student Expenses and Resources Surveys (SEARS) suggests that
changes 1n the proportion of middle-income students enrolled at the Uni-
versity and State University are consistent with changes in this income
group in the population as a whole Commussion staff will reexamine this
issue based on 1ts own analysis of Income data now available from SEARS

As 15 the case with any increase in student fees, students from low- and
middle-income backgrounds could be seriously affected by this proposal
if the State and 1ts public institutions do not provide sufficient financial
aid to offset the fee increase for needy students An estimate of the amount
of additional aid required to offset the fee increase for needy students
resulting from implementation of this proposal 1s discussed below under
the section titled ‘‘Potential Fiscal Impact of the option *’

Furthermore, access to higher education 1s hampered not only by student
charges but also by insufficient institutional revenue to allow colleges and
universities to offer the classes students need or desire Reduced levels of
State support for California’s systems of higher education have resulted
in the systems turning to fee increases 1n excess of the 10 percent speci-
fied in the State’s current fee policy to generate additional revenue n
order for them to adequately support their instructional activittes Con-
straining that revenue by hmiting fee increases to 10 percent may require
the systems to reduce the number of course sections offered, thereby re-
ducing the systems’ ability to accommodate students A more extensive
discussion of this 1ssue and an illustration of the potential consequences in
terms of accommodating students of limiting fee increases to 10 percent
is included in the introduction to this report  Thus, reducing course avail-
ability may result in inhibiting student access in much the same way as
steep increases 1n fees without adequate financial aid to assist students
with limited financial resources  Both access to the system and access to
courses should be considered in evaluating this option
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Potential fiscal
impact of the option

California
Community Colleges

The California
State University

The following analysis contains the Commussion staff's estimates of the
additional student fee revenue that would be generated and the additional
financial aid that would be required if this option were implemented The
analysis includes not only the University of California and the Califorma
State University, which are both included in the State’s current long-term
fee policy, but also the Community Colleges to demonstrate the fee rev-
enue that would be generated if they were included n the State’s current
long-term fee policy Display 2 on the next page presents this information
in tabular form All calculations are for undergraduate students only and
do not include any revenues generated or aid required by graduate stu-
dents should this fee option be extended to apply to graduate as well as
undergraduate students

Throughout the following analysis, Commussion staff has attempted to be
as conservative as posstble in estimating the amount of net additional stu-
dent fee revenue that may be generated from implementation of this op-
tion If the level of grant aid estimated below 1s more than the amount
actually needed to serve financially needy students, net revenues resulting
from implementation of the option would be greater than that estimated

If the State were to apply its current long-term fee policy for the Univer-
sity of California and the Califorma State University to the Califormia Com-
munity College for 1993-94, fees at the California's Commumty Colleges
would likely increase 10 percent, or $1 per unit This increase would
result in annual fees for a full-time student increasing from $300 to 3330
Commussion staff estimate that this option would net $9 5 million in addi-
tional student fee revenue after funding is provided for financial aid (see
Attachment for an explanation of Commission staff’s methodology for
estimating necessary financial aid) The cost of providing this amount of
additional grants s approximately $10 5 million, or 52 percent of the total
$20 mullion in additional student fee revenue generated by this proposal
If this level of grant aid 1s provided, Commussion staff believe that student
enrollment dechnes related exclusively to the student fee increase will be
mimmal

If the State were to follow 1ts current long-term student fee policy for
1993-94, fees at the California State University would likely increase 10
percent, or $131 for full-time students This would result in a systemwide
fee of $1,439 Commussion staff estimate that such a fee increase would
net $16 5 million in additional student fee revenue after funding is pro-
vided for financial aid (see Attachment for an explanation of Commission
staff’s methodology for estimating necessary financial aid) The cost of
providing this amount of additional grants is $16 5 million, or 50 percent
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DISPLAY 2 Implications of Increasing Systemwide Student Fees by 10 Percent at the
Califorma Communuty Colleges, the Califorma State University, and the
Umversity of Calforma

Califorma Communitvy Colleres  The California State University  Unrversity of California

Current Annual Full-Time Systemwide

Fee Level $300 $1,308 $2,824

10 Percent Fee Increase 30 131 282
Systemwide Fee Level wath Increase 330 1,439 3,106
Addional Student Fee Revenue Generated $20 mullion $33 mullion $35 mullion
Additional Amount of Financial Aid

Required for Needy Students $10 5 mullion $16 5 million $15 mullion
Percentage of Additional Gross Fee

Revenue Returned to Aid 52% 50% 43%
Net Additonal Student Fee Revenue $9 5 nullion $16 5 mulhion $20 mullion

Source Califormia Postsecondary Education Commussion staff analysis

of the total $33 mullion in additional student fee revenue generated by this
proposal If this level of grant 1s provided, Commussion staff believe that
student enrollment declines related exclusively to the student fee increase
will be minimal

University of  If the State were to follow its current fee policy for 1993-94, fees at the
California  University of California would likely increase 10 percent, or $282 for a full-
time student Ths increase would result in a systemwide fee for an under-

graduate of $3,106 Commssion staff estimate that this option would net

$20 mullion 1n additional student fee revenue (see the Attachment on pages

43-45 for an explanation of Commission staff’s methodology for estimat-

ing necessary financial aid) The cost of providing this amount of addi-

tional grants 1s approximately $15 million, or 43 percent of the total $35

million 1n additional student fee revenue generated by this proposal If this

level of grant aid is provided, Commission staff believe that student enroll-

ment declines related exclusively to the student fee ncrease will be mini-
mal
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2. Set Student Charges at Public Institutions
as a Specified Percentage of the Cost
of Instruction

The proposed option

Background
on the option

Student fees at California’s public colleges and universities would be set
and adjusted annually based on a specified percentage of the cost of n-
struction i each system

A number of states set the level of student charges at their public colleges
and universities at a specified percentage of the mstitution’s cost of pro-
viding mstruction Display 3 on the following page lists states using this
approach for setting their student charges’ levels As the display indicates,
there 1s variability among states using this approach in terms of the per-
centage of instructional cost which students must bear Generally speak-
ing, these states set fees at their community colleges somewhere between
20 and 30 percent of the cost of instruction, for comprehensive institutions
similar to the California State University, the percentage vanes between 22
and 35 percent of the cost of instruction with many states charging 25
percent of cost, while student charges at research umversities similar to the
University of California vary from 25 to 35 percent of the cost of instruc-
tion for undergraduate students, with many charging such students some-
where between 30 and 35 percent of average cost

The Commussion is currently in the process of surveying other states to
obtain a greater understanding of how student charges at public two-year
institutions 1n other states are determined by type of nstruction offered
(i e academuc/transfer, technical/vocational, basic skills) Commussion staff
hope that this additional information will be of assistance 1n discussing
student charges at California’s public community colleges since they offer
a wide range of mstructional services that may need to be priced differen-
tially

One of the most important elements in implementing this proposed fee
option 1s the need for agreement on the calculation of the cost of instruc-
tion 1n each of California’s public higher education systems and whether an
average cost should be calculated for each level of instruction offered by
the system Unfortunately, data 1s not currently available that would en-
able calculation of the average cost of instruction by level and, as a result,
the focus of current efforts has been himuted to calculation of the average
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DISPLAY 3

States That Set Resident Tuttion and/or Fees as a Percentage

of Instructional Costs or State Appropriations

Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado

Connecticut
Florida

Georgia

Illinois

Maryland

Massachusetts

Minnesota

Missouri

New Jersey

Olklahoma
Tennessee

Virginia

Washington

Wisconsin

Tustion set at 22 5 percent of cost of education

Turtion set at 30 percent of the cost of nstruction

Twition set between 25 and 30 percent of the cost of nstruction
Twition set at 20-25 percent of prior-year appropnations per student

The goal 1s to set tmition at 25 percent of the cost of nstruction Costs are based on prior-
year expenditures for direct nstruction as well as a pro-rated share of other costs (1¢,
admimistration, library, etc )

Tuition set at 25 percent of total educational and general expenditures, excluding funds for
public service, continuing education, and capital and equipment replacement or improve-
ment

Turtion set at approximately 33 percent of the cost of education Approprations for retire-
ment, capital improvements, research, and public service are excluded from the calcula-
tion

Tution set at 30 percent of the cost of education

Undergraduate tuition 15 set at 30 percent of prior-year educational cost per student at
four-year institutions and at 25 percent at the communty colleges Cost of education in-
cludes wstruction, acadenuc and institutional support services, student services, and plant
maintenance Graduate twition (except medicine and maritime) set at 125 percent of un-
dergraduate tuition

Twtion set at 33 percent of the cost of education in the collegiate systems and at 27 percent
in the state’s technical institutes Costs include expenditures for direct instruction as well
as support related to struction

Tution at the University 1s set at 33 percent of the cost of instruction At the state’s
baccalaureate institutions 1t 1s set at 26 percent of cost, while at the community colleges, it
15 set at 20 percent

Tuition set at approximately 30 percent of average educational cost for undergraduates
and at 45 percent of average educational cost for graduate students

Tuwition set at 30 percent of the cost of mstruction

Undergraduate student fees set at 30-32 percent of appropnations at the state’s universi-
ties and 24-26 percent at 1ts two-year institutions  Graduate tuttion (except for medicine,
vet med , and dentistry) set 50 percent hugher than undergraduate tuition

Tuition set at 25 percent of the cost of education at semor institutions and at 20 percent of
cost at the community colleges

Undergraduate tuition set at 33 percent of the instructional costs at the state’s research
umversities, 25 percent of cost at the regional universities, and 23 percent of cost at the
community colleges Graduate tuition 1n all institutions 18 set at 23 percent of the mstruc-
tional cost

Tuition set at 35 percent of educational cost which includes instruction, student services,
academic support, and a pro-rated share of administration, physical plant, and deprecia-
tion

Source Califormia Postsecondary Education Commussion staff analysis.
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cost of instruction by revenue source for all instructional levels combined
Another 1ssue that remains to be discussed if this policy option were to be
implemented 1s whether students should pay a percentage of the total aver-
age cost of instruction from all revenue sources or a percentage of the cost
only from specific revenue sources

Commission staff has worked with the systems, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Legislative Analyst’s Office, to develop a methodology for
calculating the average cost of instruction by revenue source for each of
Califormia’s three public higher education systems For purposes of the
following analysis, staff has used the total average cost of instruction from
all revenue sources, recognizing that the issue of whether to include all
revenue sources in the calculation of the student charges level still needs to
be resolved

For the communty colleges, the total average cost of mstruction from all
revenue sources 1s $3,178 per full-time-equivalent student (FTES) At the
State University, the total average cost from all revenue sources 15 $7,551
per FTES, and, at the University of Califorma, the amount 1s $12,168 per
general campus FTES, which excludes all health science students Given
these costs of instruction, students currently enrolled in the community
colleges pay about 9 percent of the total average cost of istruction, stu-
dents enrclled at the State University pay about 17 percent of the total
average cost, and students at the University of California pay about 23
percent of the total average cost of instruction from all revenue sources

According to proponents of this option, one of its greatest advantages 1s
that 1t would clearly articulate what share of responsibility the student and
the State have for financing the costs of a public higher education How-
ever, its implementation would violate one of Cahfornia’s traditions higher
education should be tuition free A major provision of the State’s current
student fee policy 1s that students do not pay twition -- monies that support
the cost of direct instruction -- but rather pay only fees which help support
programs and activities complementary to instruction  If this option were
enacted, Califorma would be departing from 1ts historic commutment of
providing a ‘‘tuition free’’ lugher education

In addition, the State’s current student fee pohcy 1s premised on keeping
fees as low as possible That policy was believed to be one of the best
vehicles available for providing access to higher education for all Califor-
ruia citizens Past Commission analysis suggests, however, that this policy
has not provided equal access to all California citizens Prior analysis indi-
cates that the proportion of students from middle-income backgrounds
enrolled at the University and the State University decreased from 1982 to
1988 -- a period dunng which growth occurred statewide in this income
group However, Student Aid Commussion analysis of data from the 1985
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and 1992 Student Expenses and Resources Surveys (SEARS) suggests
that changes in the proportion of middle-income students enrolled at the
University and State University are consistent with changes in this income
group in the population as a whole Commussion staff will reexamine this
1ssue based on its own analysis of income data now available from SEARS

As is the case with any increase in student fees, students from low- and
middle-income backgrounds could be seriously affected by this proposal 1f
the State and its public institutions do not provide sufficient financial aid to
offset the fee increase for needy students An estimate of the amount of
additronal aid required to offset the fee increase for needy students result-
g from implementation of this proposal is discussed below under the
section titled ‘‘Potential Fiscal Impact of the Option ™’

In addition to providing more financal aud, this proposal would also re-
quire a more effective financial aid delivery system 1f the State wishes to
maximize the opportunity for low- and middle-income students to attend
its public colleges and universities Four of the financial aid delivery sys-
tem 1ssues which would need to be addressed include

+ First, the State would need to overcome the problem of **sticker shock™’
-- whereby students and parents incorrectly determine that higher
education is beyond their economic means because they look only at the
stated fee level without considering the availability of student financial
aid  Combatting this problem would require an intensive public
information campaign m order to ensure that needy potential students
know about the availability of financial aid and the process by which to
apply forit The costs of that program could be funded from the increase
in student fee revenues

+ Second, the process of applying for financial aid would need to be
streamlined so that it does not discourage qualified students from
applying for aid

* Once a student apphed and was deemed eligible, the process by which
students receive aid would need to be more efficient and less burdensome

¢+ Finally, since greater numbers of students would require financial aid,
the workload of the systems’ financial aid offices would increase
Additional funds would be needed to expand those offices and ensure
that needy students receive aid

Access to hugher education 1s hampered not only by student charges but
also by insufficient institutional revenue to allow colleges and universities
to offer the classes students need or desire Proponents of this proposal
argue that by charging hugher student fees, institutions will be able not only
to offer the necessary classes to ensure that students can complete their
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degrees in a timely fashion but also to provide increased grant aid to help
needy students meet the costs of higher education A more extensive dis-
cussion of the 1ssue of student access and an illustration of the potential
consequences on students access under this option 1s included in the intro-
duction to this report

Display 4 on the next page summarizes the Commussion staff’s estimates
of the additional student fee revenue that would be generated and the add:-
tional financial aid that would be required under various percentage of cost
of instruction scenanos for each of the three systems All calculations are
for undergraduate students only and do not include any revenues gener-
ated or aid required by graduate students should this fee option be ex-
tended to apply to graduate as well as undergraduate students

Throughout the analysis, Commussion staff has attempted to be as conser-
vative as possible in estumating the amount of net additional student fee
revenue that may be generated from implementation of these scenanos If
the level of grant aid estimated below 1s more than the amount actually
needed to serve financially needy students, net revenues resulting from
implementation of these options would be greater than that estimated

What follows is intended to assist the reader in accurately interpreting the
data presented 1n Display 4 for each of the systems

As previously noted, students attending California’s community colleges
currently pay about 9 percent of the total average cost of instruction which
Commussion staff calculates to be $3,178 per FTES for this analysis As
Display 4 indicates, if the State were to adopt a policy that required com-
munity college students to pay 15 percent of the total average cost of
mnstruction, fees for a full-time student would increase $175 per year to a
total of $475 per year or $16 00 per semester unit Commussion staff
estimates that at this level, after providing additional student financial aid,
this proposal would net approximately $57 million in new student fee rev-
enue (see Attachment for an explanation of the Commussion’s methodol-
ogy for estimating necessary financial aid) The cost of providing these
additional grants is approximately $62 mullion, or 52 percent, of the total
$119 mullion in additional student fee revenue generated by this proposal

If this level of grant aid 1s provided and information regarding its availabil-
ity 15 comprehensively distributed, Commission staff believe that student
enrollment declines related exclusively to the student fee increase will be
minimal Staff’s estimates of the additional fee revenue and financial aid
associated with increasing fees to 25 and 35 percent of the cost of instruc-
tion 1n the community colleges are also presented in Display 4
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DISPLAY 4 Implications of Implementing Fees as a Percentage of the Cost of Instruction
in California’s Public Colleges and Universities Under Various Scenarios

California Community Colleges (Estunated total cost of instruction $3,178, current systemwide (ee level $300 Students
currently pay about 9 percent of total average cost )
Fees as a Specific Percent

of the Cost of Instruction 15% 25% 35%
Student Fees Per Year 3475 (816 00 $800 (326 50 per sem- $1,110 ($37 00 per sem-
per semester unut ) ester unit, approxamately  ester umit, approximately
equal to the Governor’s  the national two-year
Budget proposal ) college average )
Addinonal Student Fee Revenue Generated $119 nullion $332 nullion $542 mulhon
Additional Amount of Financial Aid
Requuired for Needy Students $62 million $180 mulhion $298 million
Percentape of Additional Gross Fee
Revenue Returned to Financial Aid 52 percent 54 percent 55 percent
Net Additional Student Fee Revenue* 357 million $152 milhion $244 nullion

The Cahfornia State Umiversity (Estimated total cost of mstruction $7,551, current systemwide fee level $1,308 Students
currently pay about 17 percent of tolal average cost )
Fees as a Specific Percent
of the Cost of Instruction 25% 35% 50%

Student Fees Per Year 51,850 $2,640 (approximate aver- $3,775
age of CSU public faculty
salary comparison group )

Additional Student Fee Revenue Generated $147 milhion $337 nullion $623 mullion
Additional Amount of Financial Aud

Required for Needy Students $ 75 million $176 mullion $341 mullion
Percentage of Additional Gross Fee

Revenue Returned to Financial Aid 51 percent. 52 percent 55 percent
Net Addiuonal Student Fee Revenue* $72 million $161 mullion $282 mullion

University of California  (Estimated total cost of instruction $12,168 current systemwide fee level $2,824  Students
currently pay about 23 percent of total average costs )
Fees as a Specific Percent
of the Cost of Instruction 30% 5% 50%

Student Fees Per Year $3,650 (approxamate 34,260 (approximately 36,085
average of UC faculty equal to the University
salary companson group ) of Michigan’s fees)

Additional Student Fee Revenue Generated $103 rrullion $179 million $406 mallion
Additional Amount of Financial Axd

Required for Needy Students $45 mllion $281 mullion 3208 mulhon
Percentage of Addisonal Gross Fee

Revenue Returned to Financial Aid 44 percent 45 percent 51 percent
Net Additional Student Fee Revenue* $58 mallion $98 million $£198 mullion

* Net fee revenue figures do not take mto consideration additional fiunding required for a comprehensive public information campaign regarding the
availability of additicnal aid, and they do not consider the added funding required for adequately staffing student financial aid offices

Source Cahfornia Postsecondary Education Commussion staff calculations

The Califorma State  Students attending the Califorma State University currently pay about 17
Unversity percent of the total average cost of instruction which Commission staff
calculates to be $7,551 per FTES As Display 4 shows, if the State were to

adopt a policy that required State University undergraduate students to

pay 35 percent of the total average cost of instruction, fees for a full-time
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undergraduate would ncrease $1,332 per year to a total of $2,640 per
year -- roughly equivalent to average student fees charged at the State
University’s 15 public faculty salary comparison institutions At this level,
Commission staff estimates that, after providing additional student finan-
cial aid, this proposal would net approximately $161 million 1n new stu-
dent fee revenue (see Attachment for an explanation of Commussion staff’s
methodology for estimating necessary financial aid) The cost of provid-
ing these additional grants 1s approximately $176 mullion, or 52 percent, of
the total $337 million 1n additional student fee revenue generated by this
proposal Ifthis level of grant aid 1s provided and information regarding its
availability 1s comprehensively distributed, Commission staff beheve that
undergraduate enrollment declines related exclusively to the student fee
increase will be minimal Staff’s estimates of the additional fee revenue
and financial aid associated with increasing State University undergradu-
ate student fees to 25 and 50 percent of the cost of instruction are also
presented 1n Display 4

University of California students currently pay about 23 percent of the
total average cost of instruction which Commission staff calculates to be
$12,168 per FTES As Display 4 indicates, if the State were to adopt a
policy that required University undergraduate students to pay 30 percent
of the total average cost of instruction, fees for a full-time undergraduate
would increase $826 per year to a total of $3,650 per year -- approxi-
mately equivalent to the average student fees charged by the University’s
faculty salary comparison mstitutions At this level, the Commussion est1-
mates that, after providing additional student financial aid, this proposal
would net approximately $58 million 1n new student fee revenue (see At-
tachment for an explanation of Commission staff’s methodology for esti-
mating necessary financial aid) The cost of providing these additional
grants is approximately $45 million, or 44 percent, of the total $103 mul-
lion 1n additional student fee revenue generated by this proposal If this
level of grant aid is provided and information regarding its availability 1s
comprehensively distnibuted, Commussion staff believe that undergradu-
ate enrollment declines related exclusively to the student fee increase will
be mummal Staff’s estimates of the additional fee revenue and financial aid
associated with increasing University undergraduate student feesto 35 and
50 percent of the cost of instruction are also presented 1n Display 4
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3. Set Student Fees at California’s Public
Colleges and Universities on a Sliding Scale
Based on Income

The proposed option

Background
on the option

Potential non-fiscal
impact of the option

Base fees paid by each student at California’s public colleges and univer-
sities on student or parent income, depending on whether the student 1s
dependent on his or her parents for support

Grven the limuted availability of State resources, the impetus behind the
proposal 1s logical and rational reducing the State subsidy for wealthy
students enrolled 1 Califorma public higher education The concept of
charging students based on their ability to pay -- the purpose of this pro-
posal -- is not new Rather, it has been the practice of higher education
instituttons nationally for at least the last five decades However, rather
than charging students fees based on their or their famuly’s adjusted gross
income, higher education institutions have relied upon the financial aid
process for determiing the student’s and his/her family’s ability to pay

While Commusston staff 1s generally supportive of the goal of this policy
option -- focusing the State’s imited resources on those students with the
most limited financial resources -- 1t has identified the following concerns

+ The sliding fee scale would be costly to admunster since the educational
systems would have to establish an entity to collect and venfy income
information for each student and set fees based on that information
However, the Commission staff has spoken with staff at the Franchise
Tax Board concerning the feasibility of collecting and verifying income
information through the State’s tax records, an option that the
Commission staff believe could lessen the cost of venfying income
information Based on arrangements that are currently in place for
other State agencies to collect income information, it appears that if
the appropriate social security numbers could be submutted to the
Franchise Tax Board (the student’s for independent students and the
parents’ for dependent students), income information could be gathered
rather inexpensively Staff at the University of Califormia have argued,
however, that the Federal Privacy Act preciudes the Umversity from
collecting and using social secunity numbers for this purpose

In any case, since financial aid would remam and continue to be important
to many students, the resources needed to set and collect the appropriate
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fees from each student would be 1n addition to the resources needed to
administer financial aid programs In addition, once the fees for each
student are set, having multiple student charges within an institution
would probably require increased administrative oversight in the
collection of student fees and hence increase the costs of fee collection
within the systems

* A multitude of student charges within a single mstitution could result
from this policy option  The Commission staff'is concerned that various
charges within one institution could confuse prospective students

* Basing student fees on income fails to account for factors other than
income that can influence a student’s ability to pay for college costs
The financial aid needs analysis system, which is used to determine
eligibility for financial aid, yields a more sophisticated analysis of a
student’s famuly financial resources It examines factors in addition to
income such as assets, family size, and any mechamsms used to shelter
mncome

+ The “‘step effect’” 1s another 1ssue which would need to be addressed
prior to this proposal’s implementation For example, if the income
level for triggering an increase 1n student fees was $60,000, individuals
earning $59,990 would pay less than individuals earning only $10 more
This **step effect”” could be partially alleviated, however, by having
numerous steps, or eliminated entirely by setting the fee level at a
specified percentage of income and making the two a Inear relationship

* Ths pohicy option would give the State’s public institutions the incentive
to enroll more students from high-income backgrounds 1n order to
maximize revenue to the mstitution This incentive would be inconsistent
with the goal of providing access to all students regardless of income,
which 1s central to each of these options

¢ This policy option carnes a possible negative impact on student attitudes
and campus chmate To the extent that students from high-income
families pay more 1n fees than students from less well-to-do families,
the perception could develop that students from high-income families
are subsidizing students from lower-income families This could result
in divisions 1n a campus student body rather than creating a community
where all individuals are equal

If the goal of the State 15 to decrease the level of support students from
wealthy families receive from the State 1n the form of a subsidized higher
education, rather than implementing a shding scale student fee policy,
policy makers should consider raising the level of fees for all students and
using the existing financial aid system to determine a student’s ability to
pay The financial aid system is better equipped for determining a student’s
ability to pay and could distribute increased amounts of financial aid to
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needy students, thereby continuing to provide access to those from low-
and middle-income families This alternative, however, runs counter to

the State’s historic commitment of keeping student fees as low as pos-
sible

By charging all students the higher fee levels and by using the financial aid
system to assist needy students with those fee increases, the State and its
public institutions would not need to create a second, potentially costly
bureaucracy for determining the amount of fees each student should pay
In addition, that system can better determune students’ ability to pay than a
system that relies exclusively on income as proposed by the shding fee
scale Thus, relying upon the financial aid process rather than on the
proposed sliding fee scale may be a more appropriate means by which to
charge students based on their ability to pay for the reasons articulated
above

The following analysis contains the Commussion staff’s estimates of the
additional student fee revenue that would be generated by instituting three
different types of sliding fee scales There are, however, countless alter-
native ways in which such a fee policy could be structured, and they would
generate equally numerous alternative amounts of fee revenue Thus, the
following analysis 1s meant simply to illustrate the fiscal impact of three
types of sliding scale fee structures

The approaches used in the three different sliding scale examples are 1llus-
trated i Displays 5 and 6 on pages 36-37 In each example, fees are
eliminated for the lowest income students In the first example, student
fees are pegged at a percentage of the margnal cost of education that
varies with income levels The lowest income students pay O percent of
marginal cost, and the percentage paid grows with income until the high-
est income students pay 100 percent of marginal cost The second ex-
ample 1s very similar to the first, except that it pegs fees to the average
cost of instruction rather than the marginal cost of instruction This ex-
ample results in higher fees than the first example The third example
works differently than the first two in that it ties fees to a percentage of
income rather than to a percentage of cost Display 6 does not include fee
levels associated with this example because every income level would have
a different fee level

In this analysis, 1t 1s assumed that, since implementation of any of these
examples would eliminate fees for the lowest income students and since
State financial aid 1s generally limited to covering fees, State support for
grants for needy students at the public segments would no longer be needed
This would include financial aid administered by the pubhc segments as
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DISPLAY 5 Illustrative Shding-Scale Fee Structure for Most Students Under 24 Years of Age'

Parent Income of Ontiont 1 Pav Percent of Maremal Cost Oophon 2 Pav Percent of Averace Cost

Most Students Under Perceni of CcCC CsU ucC Percent of CCC CsuU uc
24 Years of Age Marginal Cost Fees Fees Fees Average Cost Fees Fees Fees
Less than $24,000 0% £0 50 $0 0% $0 $0 $0
$24,000 - $35,999 5% 100 220 300 5% 159 378 6038
$36,000 - $47,999 10% 200 440 600 10% 318 755 1,217
$48,000 - £59,999 20% 400 880 1,200 20% 636 1,510 2434
$60,000 - $71,999 35% 700 1,540 2,100 35% 1,112 2,643 4,259
$72,000 - $83,999 35% 1,100 2,420 3,300 55% 1,748 4,153 6,692
$84,000 - 95.999 75% 1,500 3,300 4,500 75% 2,384 5663 9,126
$96,000 and over 100% 2,000 4,400 6,000 100% 3,178 17,551 12,168

Source Califormua Postsecondary Education Commussion staff calculations.

DISPLAY 6  llustrative Shiding-Scale Fee Structure for Students 24 Years of Age and Older and Others®

Income of Students Ootion 1  Pav Percent of Maremnal Cost Ovtion 2 Pav Percent of Averase Cost

24 Years of Age and Percent of CCC Cs5U uc Percent of CCC CsU Uc

Qlder and Others Margmal Cost Fees Feea Faes Average Cost Feas Fees Fees
Less than $12,000 0% %0 $0 £0 0% $0 £0 50
$12,000 - $23,999 10% 200 400 600 10% 318 755 1,217
$24,000 - $35,999 25% 500 1,100 1,500 25% 795 1,888 3,042
$36,000 - $47,999 50% 1,060 2,200 3,000 50% 1,589 3,776 6,084
$48,000 - $59,999 75% 1,500 3,300 4,500 75% 2,384 5,663 9126
$60,000 and over 100% 2,000 4,400 6,000 100% 3,178 7,551 12,168

1 These were students who, by financial aid definstions, were consedered financially dependent in 1991-92  They were generally all students under 24 years of
age, although some students under 24, such as velerans, marmied students, and students who could demonsirate adequale resources 10 have been independent for
several years before receiving financial aid, were not included n this group

2 These were students who, by financial ad definitions, were considered finencially independent n 199192 They included all students 24 years of age and older
and selected students under 24 such as those who were veterans, mamed students, and students who could demenstrate adequate resourvces to have been
ndependent for several vears before receiving financial aid.

Source California Postsecondary Education Conmumussion staff caleulations,

————————

well as Cal Grant funding (except Cal Grant B subsistence) used to sup-
port needy students within public institutions

As 1illustrated in Dasplay 7 on page 38, the fiscal impact of these options is
measured in terms of both changes 1n student fee revenue and the money
the State would save by ehminating financial aid grants to students 1n the
public segments Both changes in student fee revenue and changes in
financial aid were calculated relative to estimated levels for 1992-93

All calculations are for undergraduate students only and do not include
any revenues generated by graduate students Since these fee policy op-
tions would raise fees only for those students from fanulies that are un-
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Option 3 Pay Percent of Income

CcCC

00%
0 5%
1 0%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%

CSU

00%
10%
20%
30%
4 0%
5 0%
6 0%
7 0%

uc

00%
1.5%
30%
4 5%
6.0%
75%
90%
10 5%

Option 3 Pay Percent of Income

cCcC

0 0%
05%
10%
15%
25%
35%

CsU

0 0%
10%
20%
30%
50%
70%

uc

0.0%
15%
30%
50%
715%
10 5%
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likely to qualify for financial aid and would eliminate all or a portion of the
fees for students from famulies likely to qualify for financial aid, this fiscal
analysis, unlike the fiscal analyses of the other options in this report, as-
sumes a reduction in support for financial aid

California Community Colleges

In each of the alternative fee options presented n this analysis, students
with the lowest incomes would pay no fees In Option One, where fees
would be tied to the margmal cost of instruction, Commussion staff esti-
mate that $140 million in additional fee revenue would be generated In
addition, there 1s currently $31 million 1n institutional financial aid used to
cover fees that would become unnecessary since the lowest income stu-
dents would be charged no fees However, since this funding 1s a part of
the Proposition 98 guarantee, it would not result in any General Fund
savings and would continue to be used to support K-14 education Thus,
this option would have a net impact dentical with the added fee revenue
generated from the fee increase, or $140 million

In Option Two, where fees would be tied to the average rather than the
marginal cost of instruction, Commission staff estimate that $356 million
in additional revenue would be generated In Option Three, where fees
would be a percent of income, Commussion staff estimate that an addi-
tional $162 million in fee revenue would be generated

The California State University

In each of the alternative fee options presented in this analysis, students
with the lowest incomes would pay no fees In Option One, where fees
would be tied to the marginal cost of instruction, Commusston staff esti-
mate that $75 milhion less fee revenue would be generated than would be
generated with the 1992-93 fee levels However, $83 mllion n institu-
tional and Cal Grant financial aid would become unnecessary since the
lowest income students would be charged no fees Thus, this option would
have a net impact of $8 mullion

In Option Two, where fees would be tied to the average rather than the
marginal cost of instruction, Comnussion staff estimate that $110 million
n additional revenue would be generated Adding to this the $83 million
in mstitutional and Cal Grant financial aid that would no longer be needed
to cover fees would yield a net impact of $193 mullion

Option Three, where fees would be a percent of income, would generate

17



APPENDIX

DISPLAY 7  Implications of Implementing Three Types of Shding Fee Scales in Califorma’s
Public Colleges and Universities (Dollars in Millions)

System

Califormua The Califortua Unuversity
Commumily Colleges  State Universily  of Cahiforma

OPTION 1: Percent of Marginal Cost

Change in Student Fee Revenue $140 -$75 -$95
Institutional Funds No Longer Required to Offset Fees -1 70 49
Reduced Cal Grant Funding -- 13 39
Net Impact $140 $3 -£7
OPTION 2: Percent of Average Cost

Change 1n Student Fee Revenue $356 $110 $169
Institutional Funds No Longer Required to Offset Fees -1 70 49
Reduced Cal Grant Funding - 13 39
Net Impact £356 $193 $257
OPTION 3: Percent of Income

Change m Student Fee Revenue $162 $12 $101
Institutional Funds No Longer Required to Offset Fees -1 70 49
Reduced Cal Grant Funding - 13 39
Net Impact $162 £95 $189

1 While the $31 million currently used to support the community colleges’ mnstitutional financial aid program would no longer be needed to offset fees,
this funding would remain a part of the Proposition 98 guarantee and would become a part of community college apportionments

Source Califomia Pestsecondary Education Commussion staff calculations

38

University of
California

an additional $12 mullion 1n fee revenue The net impact of this option
would be $95 mullion after accounting for the $83 million in institutional
and Cal Grant financial aid that would no longer be needed to cover fees

In each of the alternative fee options presented in this analysis, students
with the lowest incomes would pay no fees In Option One, where fees
would be tied to the marginal cost of instruction, Commussion staff esti-
mate that $95 million less fee revenue would be generated than would be
generated with the 1992-93 fee levels However, $88 million 1n institu-
tional and Cal Grant financial aid would become unnecessary since the
lowest income students would be charged no fees Thus, this option would
have a net impact of -37 milhon

In Option Two, where fees would be tied to the average rather than the
marginal cost of instruction, Commussion staff estimate that $169 mullion
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in additional revenue would be generated Adding to this the $88 mullion
mn institutional and Ca! Grant financial aid that would no longer be needed
to cover fees would yield a net impact of $257 million

Option Three, where fees would be a percent of mcome, would generate
an additional $101 million in fee revenue The net impact of this option
would be $189 rmllion after accounting for the $88 mullion 1n institutional
and Cal Grant financial aid that would no longer be needed to cover fees
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4. Establish Guidelines for Setting
Student Charges

The proposed option

Background on the
option

Potential non-fiscal
impact of the option

The State should establish guidelines, as opposed to a specified formula,
for annually setting and adjusting student charges at California’s public
colleges and universities

In 1988, the Legislature requested the Commission to work in consulta-
tion with a broad-based advisory committee to develop a long-term policy
relating to the setting and adjusting of nonresident tuition at California’s
public colleges and universities  As a result of those discussions, in 1989,
the Commission recommended that, in annually adjusting the nonresident
tuition level, each system, at a miumum, should consider (1) the nonresi-
dent charges at comparable public institutions, and (2) the full average cost
of instruction n their system It further recommended that total nonresi-
dent charges not fall below the marginal cost of struction for the system
The Commussion’s recommendation did not include any specific formula
to be followed by the systems as they annually adjust nonresident tuition
levels, only that they take into consideration the above factors as they set
the tuition level The Commussion’s recommendation was subsequently
placed into State statute n 1990 through enactment of Senate Bill 2116

The option proposed here would essentially rephcate the current State
policy relating to the adjustment of nonresident tuition and would 1dentify
those factors that the systems should consider as they annually adjust the
student fee level For example, the policy could direct the systems that, as
they annually adjust their resident student fee levels, they take into consid-
eration several factors, including, but not limited to (1) charges at compa-
rable pubhc wnstitutions, (2) the average cost of nstruction, (3) the mar-
ginal cost of instruction, (4) overall State General Fund support, (5) the
amount of resources necessary to offer a sufficient number of courses to
allow students to make timely progress to their degree, and (6) the amount
of aid needed to assist financially needy students in paying the cost of
college attendance The policy might also include some limuts as to how
much fees can increase or decrease 1n any given period

While this policy option would increase the systems’ flexibility in adjusting
student fee levels, without some limitations as to how much fees can in-
crease in any one period, it raises questions as to whether future fee in-
creases will be gradual, moderate, or predictable These three principles
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-- gradual, moderate, and predictable -- are fundamental elements of the
State’s existing fee policy and a discussion should occur about whether
they should be incorporated into the State’s future long-term student fee
policy Commission staff' believe that, at a mimmum, these principles should
be included in the next long-term student fee policy as goals of the State
and its pubhc systems

As 15 the case with any proposed increase in student fees, students from
low- and middle-income backgrounds could be seriously affected if the
State and its public institutions do not provide sufficient financial aid to
offset the fee increase for needy students As a result, special attention
should be paid to ensure that adequate aid 1s provided to assist needy
students 1n offsetting any fee increases that may occur as a result of imple-
mentation of this policy option
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Attachment  Methodology for Estimating

Fee Levels

Estimation of the
Number of
Financially Needy
Students

Eligibility for Financial Aid

This attachment describes the methodology utilized by the Commission to esti-
mate the pool of financially needy students given the different fee increases consid-
ered in this report The analyses 1n this report assume that all needy students
receive grant aid to fully offset fee increases They further assume that the funding
to support this additional financial aid will come from fee revenue generated from
the fee increase  Thus, the pool of needy students needs to be estimated in order
to determune both the additional support needed to provide needy students with
financial aid and the net revenue available given the student fee levels considered
in this report

Fee levels for full-time students were identified according to the methodology
specified 1n the option write-up Fee levels for part-time students at the commu-
nity colleges were calculated based on a per-unit cost and a load of six untts per
term Fee levels for part-time students at the Cahforma State University were
calculated assuming six units per term and charges that are 58 percent of the cost
of a full-time load (as is the case with the 1992-93 fee structure at the State Uni-
versity) Since the proportion of University of California students who are part-
time is so small -- less than 7 percent -- revenue estimates were made assurmng
that all University students were full-time The ratio of full-time to part-time
students in each segment was estimated based upon the results of the 1992 Stu-
dent Expenses and Resources Survey, or SEARS

After the gross revenue from each fee increase was calculated (based upon all
students paying fees), the number of financially needy students requiring financiat
aid to offset the fee and the funding required to support this financial aid were
estimated These estimates were based upon the distribution of students’ family
incomes for each segment as identified in the SEARS results Parent income was
used for dependent students, and student income was used for independent stu-
dents All students with family incomes below certain levels (depending upon both
whether the student was independent or dependent and the fee level) were esti-
mated to be eligible for financial aid

SEARS yielded fanuly income information in income ranges, and not discrete lev-
els of income Thus, SEARS results lacked information on the number of students
below some of the different income thresholds used to estimate the number of
financially needy students given a certai fee level In order not to be imited to the
income levels specified in the SEARS income ranges, CPEC staff assumed that
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family incomes were distributed evenly across the income ranges For example, in
the income range of $24,000 to $35,999, it was assumed that there were the same
number of individuals with incomes between $24,000 and $24,999 as there were
with income between $33,000 and $33,999 Based on these assumptions, Com-
mussion staff made estimates of students below certain income levels not included
in the results of SEARS

Inusing family income to estimate the number of needy students, Commusston staff
18 not suggesting that all students falling within these income categories actually
receive grant assistance, but it uses this group as a proxy for the total number of
students that would likely be determuned to be financially needy, according to fed-
eral needs analysis standards While the majonity of students determined to be
financially needy will Iikely fall within these income categories, some students from
higher income groups will be needy and hence eligible for grant assistance, while
all students from the income groups presented 1n this study may not be determined
to be needy and hence would not receive aid

The income levels below which students were estimated to be eligible for financial
aid grven different fee increases are listed below in Display 8

DISPLAY 8  Income Levels Below Which Students Were Estimated to be Financrally

Needy, Given Specified Fee Levels

Maintain Current

Percentage of Cost of Instruction Student Fee Policy
California Commumty Colleges 15% 25% 35%
Full-Time Fee Level $475 $800 $1,110 $330
Full-Time Dependent $32,000 $33,000 $34,000 $32,000
Full-Time Independent $22,000 $23,000 $24,000 $22,000
Part-Time Dependent $31,000 $32,000 $32,000 $31,000
Part-Time Independent $£21,000 $22,000  $22,000 $21,000
The Califormia State University 25% 35% 50%
Full-Time Fee Level $1,890 $2,640 $3,775 $1,439
Full-Time Dependent $40,000 $42,000  $45,000 $39,000
Full-Time Independent $18,000 $19,000  $20,000 $18,000
Part-Time Dependent $38,000 $39,000  $41,000 $37,000
Part-Tume Independent $17,000 $17,000 $18,000 $17.000
Umiversity of Cahforma 30% 35% 50%
Full-Time Fee Level $3,650 $4,260 $6,085 $3,106
Dependent $46,000 $48,000  $54,000 $44,000
Independent $20,000 $21,000 $24,000 $20,000

Source California Postsecondary Education Comrmussion siaff estimates
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The net fiscal impact of each fee level was calculated by subtracting the financial
aid needed to assist needy students from the total fee revenue
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Califorma Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion 15 a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
1slature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Cahiforma’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of |7 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education in California Two student members are
apponted by the Governor

As of February 1995, the Commussioners represent-
ing the general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Jeffrey 1 Marston, San Drego

Guillermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco,
Vice Charr

Melinda G Wilson, Torrance

Linda J Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are

Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by
the Regents of the University of Califormia.

Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego appointed
by the California State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appointed by
the Board of Governors of the Califormua
Community Colleges,

Ted ] Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the California State Uruversity,
and

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent California’s independent
colleges and universities. and

vacant, representing the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,
innovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs ”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 insututions of postsecondary
education 1n Calhiforma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, universities, and professional and
occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or admunister any institutions,
nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs 1ts specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other goverming, admimstrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Comnission

The Commssion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legisiation affecting
education bevond the high school in Califorma By law,
its meetings are open to the public  Requests to speak ata
meeting may be made by writing the Commussion in
advance or by submitting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carried out by its
staff 1n Sacramento. under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s appomnted by
the Commission

Further information about the Commussion and its publ-
cations may be obtammed from the Commussion offices at
1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933 or Calnet 485-7933, FAX
(916) 3274417
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Postsecon-dary Educatron Commussion (February 1993)

Expenditures for University Instruction A Report to the Governor and Legislature in Response to
Stipplemental Report Language for the 1991 Budget Act (Apnl 1993)

Faculty Salaries in Caltforma’'s Public Universtties, 1993-94 A Report fo the Legislature and the
Governor in Response to Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965) (Apnl 1993)

Executtve Compensation in California’s Pubhc Universities, 1992-93 A Report to the Governor
and Legislature in Response to the 1992 Budget Act (Apnl 1993)

Status Report on Human Corps Activines, 1992 The Last in a Series of Five Progress Reporis to
the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1820 (Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (April 1993)

The Master Plan, Then and Now Policies of the 1960-1975 Master Plan for Higher Education 1n
Light of 1993 Realittes (Apnl 1993)

The Restructuring of Califorma’s Financial Aid Programs and lts Short-Term Ard Policy Recom-
mendations of the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commission (Apnl 1993)

Undergraduate Student Charges and Short-Term Financial Aid Policies at Califorma’s Public Uni-
versities Recommendations of the California Postsecondary Education Commission (Apnl 1993)
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